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  Madera County 

Response to Comments from 
Madera County Board of Supervisors 

 
General Comments 
 
Comment 1 

Response:  Data from the 2002 monitoring program were included in the 
draft EIS to the extent they were available at the time the document was 
being prepared.  The draft EIS contains evaluation of most of the 2002 
data including groundwater quality, groundwater levels, surface water 
quality, and sediment quality.  2002 MPG pumpage data were included in 
the groundwater flow and quality models discussed in Section 4.3.1 and 
Appendix D.  2002 and 2003 pumpage totals have been added to Table 1-2 
in the final EIS.  2002 compaction data are evaluated in the final EIS.   
 

Comment 2 
Response:  Compaction data from the Yearout Ranch extensometer were 
not provided to the MPG until July 2003.  The 2002 compaction data were 
analyzed for the draft 2002 Annual Report and show that inelastic 
compaction at Yearout Ranch was much less than in 2001.  Compaction 
measured during the 3-year period of record (2000-2002) has not exceeded 
expectations at either extensometer.  Data contained in the draft 2002 
Annual Report indicate that the cumulative inelastic compaction during 
the 2000-2002 period was about 0.006 foot at the Fordel extensometer and 
0.046 foot at the Yearout Ranch extensometer.  Model results indicate that 
MPG transfer pumping was responsible for 0.014 foot of the inelastic 
compaction at the Yearout Ranch extensometer.  This is within the limits 
specified in the Settlement Agreement and the draft EIS (an average of 
0.005 foot per year). 
 

Comment 3 
Response:  See response to Specific Comment paragraph 5, No. 2 from 
the SJREC (page F-74).   
 

Comment 4 
Response:  See response to Specific Comment paragraph 5, No. 3 from 
the SJREC (page F-75). 
 

Comment 5 
Response:  The Settlement Agreement is the result of litigation between 
the SJREC and NLF, and the MPG.  As part of that agreement, the MPG 
agreed to compensate SJREC and NLF for increased pumping costs that 
were directly attributable to MPG transfer pumping.  These parties have 
developed an approach to determining fair compensation, based on the 
exchange of data and the use of the groundwater model to estimate the 
increased pumping cost due to drawdowns caused by MPG transfer 
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pumping.  In 2001 and 2002, the majority of the compensation was paid to 
NLF and CCC because of the proximity of some of their deep wells to the 
deep MPG wells in FWD.  Compensation to owners of more distant wells 
was small because the majority of the drawdown caused by transfer 
pumping did not extend far beyond the vicinity of the MPG wells. As 
stated in Section 4.1.1.1 of the EIS, compensation will be paid to well 
owners who are not parties to the Settlement Agreement at their request 
and will be calculated similarly.  The City of Mendota and Mendota 
Biomass provided 2002 pumpage data and will be compensated.  2002 
pumpage data were also requested from all growers in Aliso Water 
District east of the Chowchilla Bypass in Madera County so that 
compensation could be calculated.  Only one grower provided data, but 
the grower’s wells were so far away from the MPG wells that the 
calculated compensation was negligible.  The compensation calculations 
will be repeated for each year of the 10-year proposed action, and well 
owners who provide monthly pumpage data for their wells by January 31 
of the following year will be included in the calculations. 
 

Comment 6 
Response:  See response to Specific Comment paragraph 5, No. 4 from 
the SJREC (page F-75).   
 

Comment 7 
Response:  See response to Specific Comment paragraph 5, No. 5 from 
the SJREC (page F-75).   

 
Comment 8 

Response:  See response to Specific Comment paragraph 5, No. 1 from 
the SJREC (page F-74).   
 

Comment 9 
Response:  See response to Overview Comment paragraph 3, bullet 7 
from the SJREC (page F-67). 
 

Specific Comments 
 
Page 2-2 

Response:  The text has been clarified.  During a normal year, the MPG 
could conduct up to 31,600 acre-feet of transfer pumping.  However, due 
to the design constraints on the pumping program, the actual amount 
would typically be less.  Simulations conducted with the groundwater flow 
and quality models indicated that the maximum amount that could be 
pumped during the 10-year proposed action during a normal year would 
average about 29,600 acre-feet (see Table 4-1). 
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Page 2-5 
Response:  Data from continuous EC recorders at the DMC terminus and 
the SJREC canal intakes are transmitted via telemetry to Reclamation and 
the SJREC in real time.  EC is measured on an hourly basis at the DMC 
and automatically posted on Reclamation’s web site.  EC is measured at 
15-minute intervals at the SJREC canal intakes.  Data from the EC 
recorders at the MWA and James Irrigation District (JID) are downloaded 
on monthly intervals by consultants to the MPG and JID. 
 
It is the responsibility of the monitoring entity, in this case SJREC, to 
notify the MPG that a violation of the EC criterion has occurred at the 
SJREC canal intakes. 

 
Page 2-7 

Response:  This requirement is not considered part of “crop water” 
demand.  It is part of normal farming practices to apply water to fallowed 
land for weed suppression.  If weed suppression were not practiced, 
significantly greater effort would be required to bring the land back into 
production.  In addition, if weed suppression is not practiced, the fallowed 
land could potentially be colonized by species listed under the federal 
Endangered Species Act or the California Endangered Species Act.  If this 
were to happen, any efforts to bring the fallowed farmland back into 
production would require consultation with the appropriate federal or state 
resource agency.  

 
Page 3-19 

Response:  Shallow MPG pumping is unlikely to cause significant 
seepage from the San Joaquin River or the San Joaquin River arm of the 
Pool because the MPG has no shallow wells in this area.  The 
Herminghouse Agreement of 1959 specifically prohibits construction of 
any well with perforations shallower than 100 feet in FWD.  Pumping of 
shallow MPG wells along the Fresno Slough arm of the Pool has minimal 
effect on seepage from the San Joaquin River arm because the cone of 
depression created by these wells is localized and does not extend very far 
from the vicinity of the wells. 
 

Figure 3-10 
Response:  Groundwater elevations presented in the map are related to 
mean sea level.  The data presented in this figure are from the spring of 
1999.  When interpreting groundwater elevation contour maps developed 
by DWR, it is important to be aware that water level data from wells of 
varying depths are combined to create the contour maps.  In the case of the 
Madera Groundwater Basin contour map shown on Figure 3-10, 
groundwater levels measured in composite wells east of the Chowchilla 
Bypass are lower than levels measured in shallower wells.  This causes the 
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cone of depression shown on the contour map to appear deeper than it 
actually is. 
 

Page 4-1 
Response:  The referenced paragraph is a general discussion illustrating 
the interrelatedness of responses of the primary resource areas discussed in 
the EIS.  The paragraph has been edited to make it clear that this is an 
illustrative example. 
 
None of the wells planned to be used by the MPG are within the 
boundaries of Madera County.  All of the MPG wells, with the exception 
of five wells in FWD, are located within Fresno County.  FWD has agreed 
not to pump the five wells located in Madera County for exchange with 
Reclamation.  FWD has also agreed to notify Madera County if it elects to 
resume pumping of these wells for other purposes.  The County’s 
groundwater ordinance, Ordinance No. 573B, includes restrictions on 
transfer pumping only from some wells located within Madera County and 
has no application to wells outside of the County. 

 
Page 4-2 

Response:  As discussed in Section 3.4.2.3 “Hydraulic Connection 
between Surface Water and Groundwater,” available data indicate that 
there is no direct hydraulic connection between surface water in the 
Fresno Slough arm of the Pool and shallow groundwater in the vicinity of 
the MPG well field due to an unsaturated zone beneath this arm of the 
Pool.  Seepage from the Pool in this area is therefore independent of 
pumping activities. 
 

Page 4-6 
Response:  No change is required.  The land fallowing alternative does 
not require any exchange with other users around the Pool.  However, the 
analysis accounts for the fact that individual MPG members may choose 
to do exchanges with others.  The value of 9,000 acre-feet represents the 
maximum amount of water that could be exchanged with others based on 
anticipated demand around the Pool. 
 

Page 4-17 
Response:  The paragraph in question refers to water quality degradation 
of groundwater, not surface water.  The surface water mixing model will 
be used to develop annual MPG pumping programs that do not cause 
surface water quality degradation in the Pool.  Even if a direct hydraulic 
connection were to be reestablished between surface water in the Fresno 
Slough arm of the Pool and the underlying groundwater, this would still be 
a losing reach similar to the San Joaquin River arm. The direction of flow 
would be from the Pool to the shallow aquifer, and there would be no 
gradient to cause groundwater to flow to the Pool. 
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Page 4-18 

Response:  Transfer pumping conducted under this alternative would be 
accomplished using both shallow and deep wells.  Therefore, some 
groundwater quality degradation would be expected to occur in both 
zones. 

 
Page 4-24 

Response:  SJREC owns and operates the continuous EC recorders at 
their canal intakes.  EC measurements are made on 15-minute intervals, 
and the data are transmitted via telemetry to the SJREC office in Los 
Banos.  It is the responsibility of the SJREC to notify the MPG if a 
violation of the EC criterion occurs. 
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  Madera ID 

Response to Comments from 
Madera Irrigation District 

 
Introduction 

Response:  Reclamation is cognizant of the concerns of Madera Irrigation 
District (MID), particularly with regard to groundwater overdraft in 
western Madera County.  Reclamation must balance these concerns with 
its contractual obligations to provide CVP water to agricultural users 
through facilitation of the efficient delivery and reallocation of water for 
environmental and economic benefits as authorized by the Central Valley 
Project Improvement Act.  Reclamation will take the concerns of MID 
into consideration in its review and decision making process.  Should there 
is a significant impact to MID groundwater, Reclamation may consider 
disapproving the proposed action. 
 

General Comments 
 
Paragraph 1 

Response:  See response to General Comment 1 from Madera County 
(page F-121). 

 
Paragraph 2 

Response:  See response to General Comment 2 from Madera County 
(page F-121). 

 
Paragraph 3 

Response:  See response to Specific Comment paragraph 5, no. 2 from the 
SJREC (page F-74). 

 
Paragraph 4 

Response:  See response to Specific Comment paragraph 5, no. 3 from the 
SJREC (page F-75). 

 
Paragraph 5 

Response:  See response to General Comment 5 from Madera County 
(page F-121). 

 
Paragraph 6 

Response:  See response to Specific Comment paragraph 5, no. 4 from the 
SJREC (page F-75). 

 
Paragraph 7 

Response:  See response to Specific Comment paragraph 5, no. 5 from the 
SJREC (page F-75). 
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Paragraph 8 
Response:  See response to Specific Comment paragraph 5, no. 1 from the 
SJREC (page F-74). 

 
Paragraph 9 

Response:  See response to KDSA Overall Comment 6 from the SJREC 
consultant (page F-77). 

 
Paragraph 10 

Response: See response to Specific Comment paragraph 2 from the 
SJREC (page F-69). 

 
Paragraph 11 

Response:  See response to Specific Comment paragraph 2 from the 
SJREC (page F-69). 

 
Paragraph 12 

Response:  See response to Specific Comment 4 from the SJREC (page  F-74). 
 
 
 
Specific Comments
 
Page 2-2 

Response:  See response to Specific Comment Page 2-2 from Madera 
County (page F-122). 

 
Page 2-5 

Response:  See response to Specific Comment Page 2-5 from Madera 
County (page F-122). 

 
Page 2-7 

Response:  See response to Specific Comment Page 2-7 from Madera 
County (page F-123). 

 
Page 3-19 

Response:  See response to Specific Comment Page 3-19 from Madera 
County (page F-123). 

 
Figure 3-10 

Response:  See response to Specific Comment Figure 3-10 from Madera 
County (page F-124). 

 
Page 4-1 

Response:  See response to Specific Comment Page 4-1 from Madera 
County (page F-124). 

    F- 134



  Madera ID 

 
Page 4-2 

Response:  See response to Specific Comment Page 4-2 from Madera 
County (page F-124). 

 
Page 4-6 

Response:  See response to Specific Comment Page 4-6 from Madera 
County (page F-124). 

 
Page 4-17 

Response:  See response to Specific Comment Page 4-17 from Madera 
County (page F-124). 

 
Page 4-18 

Response:  See response to Specific Comment Page 4-18 from Madera 
County (page F-125). 

 
Page 4-24 

Response:  See response to Specific Comment Page 4-24 from Madera 
County (page F-125). 

 
Conclusion 

Response:  Reclamation believes that the data that were available at the 
time that the draft EIS was prepared support the analyses and 
interpretation presented in the document.  Additional data and conclusions 
from the 2002 Annual Report have been incorporated into the final EIS, as 
appropriate. 
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  Aliso WD 

 
Response to Comments from 

Aliso Water District 
 
The 60-day public comment period on the draft EIS closed on September 30, 2003.  Aliso 
WD did not submit comments on the draft EIS during the public comment period.  
However, Reclamation acknowledges the concerns of Aliso WD and has responded to 
their comments in the following paragraphs. 
 
Comment 1 

Response:  Please see response to SJREC letter (2/10/2004), Comment 1 
(page F-109). 

 
Comment 2 

Response:  Please see response to SJREC letter (2/10/2004), Comment 2 
(page F-110). 

 
Comment 3 

Response:  Please see response to SJREC letter (2/10/2004), Comment 3 
(page F-111). 

 
Comment 4 

Response:  Please see response to SJREC letter (2/10/2004), Comment 4 
(page F-112). 
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  Gravelly Ford WD 

Response to Comments from 
Gravelly Ford Water District 

 
The 60-day public comment period on the draft EIS closed on September 30, 2003.  
Gravelly Ford WD did not submit comments on the draft EIS during the public comment 
period.  However, Reclamation acknowledges the concerns of Gravelly Ford WD and has 
responded to their comments in the following paragraphs. 
 
Comment 1 

Response:  Please see response to SJREC letter (2/10/2004), Comment 2 
(page F-110). 

 
Comment 2 

Response:  Please see response to SJREC letter (2/10/2004), Comment 1 
(page F-109). 

 
Comment 3 

Response:  Please see response to SJREC letter (2/10/2004), Comment 4 
(page F-112). 
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